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December 9, 1986 

The Honorable George Miller 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Miller: 



In resi>dnse to your March 14, 1986,_reqUest and later discussions with 
your office, we reviewed the use of feder£il foster care funds under title 
iV-E of the Social Security Act for youths placed in the Rite of Passage 
program. You asked us to determine how much federal money was paid 
for placements in the J^rogram and whether suchj)lacements met the 
requirements of title IV-E. You also asked us to identify state and fed- 
er^ efforts to mbnitbr the foster care progrsan. The information we 
obtained is summarized below and discussed in detail in this briefing 
report. 

The Rite of Passage progrmn bperates three facilities oh Indian land in 
Nevada providing foster care for emotionally disturbed and delinquent 
adolescent boys. California counties placed all 39 youths at Rite of Pas- 
sage who were claimed as federally eligible. 

We interviewed officials and examined records at the Rite of Passage 
facilitieSj at the Indian tribes that licensed the facilitieSj and at several 
CaUforilia cbiirities that placed youths in the facjJities. also inter- 
viewed officials said examined records at the Galifornia Department of 
Sociatl Services, which is responsible for adrninistering the state's foster 
care program, and at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS), Region IX, in San Franciscd. 

On April 7, 1986, HHS Region iX officials notified California that they 
believed Rite of Passage met the definition of a detention facility and 
that, therefore^ Rite of Passage was not eligible for ^deral reimburse- 
ment. Galifornia disagreed, and hhs Region IX asked its general counsel 
to review Rite of Passage's status: As of November 25, 1986, the general 
cotmsel's opinion was still pending. 

Responses to questions your office asked about Rite of Passage and the 
California foster care program are summarized below: 
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• How much title IV-E funding has been p^d for youths placed at Rite of 
Passag e? California counties paid about $434,000 in title IV-E funds for 
glacements claimed as federally eligible as of May 31, 1986. (See p. 17.) 

• Does Rite of Passage meet title IV-E criteria for a child-care institution? 
Rite of Passage meets two of the three criteria in the definition of a 
chiid-care institution— it is licensed and is a nonprofit, private institu- 
tion. As noted above, however. Hps has riot made a final detenriiriation 
regarding the third criterion— whether the facility is operated primarily 
for reasons other th^ the detention of delinquents. (See pp. 18 to 20.) 

• What standards were used to license the Rite of Passage facilitiO S? The 
Indian tribes used California and tribal standards to license the Rite of 
Passage facilities. These standards covered the sireas riieritibried in title 
IV-E: admission policies, s^ety, sanitatiori, and protection of civil rights. 
However, the tribes dici not document inspections for compliance with 
all their iicensing standards. (See pp. 20 to 23.) 

• HcfflMio the tribes' inspections of Rite of Passag e p ersonnel files corn- 
p are with Galiforma's inspections ? Galifbrnia annually inspected per- 
sonnel files at facilities it licenses, but the Indian tribes apparently did 
not inspect such files at the Rite of Passage facilities. (See pp. 23 to 24.) 

• Ar e Califdrriia cdU rities^pravidiag ^ >m<^^ case reviews arid reuhif ica- 
tibh services to the title IV-E youths placed at Rite of Passag e? Gali- 
fornia counties gehersdly met the title FV-E requirements with respect to 
periodic case reviews for youths plsw^ed at Rite of Passage and the provi- 
sipri of reiiriificatiori services to facilitate their return to their homes. 
(See pp. 24 to 26.) 

• What is Bgifontia domg to monitor ite foster care prba^am? esdiforrtia 
monitors its foster care program through its Foster Care Information 
System, quali^ control ca^_reviews, audits, and on-site monitoring by 
its counties. (See pp. 26 to 27.) 

• What is ms doing to ei^ure compHahce with title IV-E in Sahfomia? nm 
Region IX monitor for compliance with title IV-E requirements through 
its review of state plans, annual title IV-E financial reviews, and title IV- 
B, section 427 reviews. (See pp. 28 to 30.) 

In accordance with discussions with your office, we obtained official 
oral comments from hhs on September 4, 1986, which we considered in 
preparing the report. 

As previously arranged, we plan no further distribution of this briefing 
report until 10 days after its issue date, unless you publicly announce its 
contents earlier. At that time, we will distribute the report to interested 
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parcies and make copies available to others upbn request. For additional 
information, please contact me at (415) 556-62GG. 

Sincerely youre, 

ThomM P. M(K]k>rmick 
Regional Manager 
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Rite of Passage (ROP) is a nonprofit corporation providing facilities and 
services to emotionally disturbed and delinquent adolescent boys. The 
facilities^ located on Indian land in Nevada, are lieer^ed by the Washoe 
Tribe of Nevada and California and by the Walker River Paiute (wrp) 
Tribe. Gstlifbriiia counties have placed youths at rop since its inception 
in February 1984 and have designated a>me of these placements as eli- 
gible for federal reimbursement under title IV-E of the Social Security 
Act.i 

In December 1985, a California probation officer filed allegations of 
abuse with county officials regarding the treatment of youths placed at 
ROP. Based on these allegations and a later report issued by the Nevada 
State Fire MarehS, Representative Seorge Miller asked us, on March 14, 
1986, to provide infonnation on the use of title IV-E funds for place- 
ments at ROP. Because of Gngoing inyestigatidiis^ we were asked riot to 
focus dri the allegatibris of abuse. (For a chronology of the charges and 
ensuing investigations, see app. 1.) 



ROP's program, which emphasizes intense irivblvemerit in sports arid aca- 
deriiics, was desigried to deal with youths who have histories of running 
away, d^troying or stesding proper^, or becoming violent when piaced 
in a conventional group home setting. Between February 1984 and May 
1986j the number of youths in the progfani averaged about 46 a riibnth. 
Over 90 percerit of the youths at rop were placed through Galiforitia's 
foster care program. (See app. 3.) 

At the tiine of our review^ rop operated three facilities: a desert carrtp on 
the Walker River Paiute Reservatibri 15 miles outside of Schurz, Nevada, 
arid two ^bup homes oh jand belon^g to the Washoe Tribe of Nevada 
and Calif omia in Dresserville and Stewart, Nevada. (ISee fig. 1.) 



^Tifle IV, Part E— Federal Payments for Fceter Care arid Adbptibri Assistarice (42 US C, 67(P676)^ 
was enacted virith the passage of the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 to define 
safeguards and services to be provided to children under federal foster care. 
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Figur e 1^ LbcatibhJ)f ROP Facil ities 




All the youths begin their stay at rop in a remote wilderness camp. 
When ROP first accepted ybuths into the program in February 1984, the 
camp was located in the Sierra Nevada Mountams hear Gardherville, 
Nevada. However, rop staSf found that a more remote setting wss 
needed to discourage youths from running away, and in May 1984 the 
camp was moved to its present desert location. (See fig. 2.) 
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Figure 2: HOP Desert Camp 




The ROP desert camp is at a remote site ISmiles outside of Schurz, Nevada, to dlscoy rage delinquent 
youths from running away. The camp had been horrie^^^^^ on the average, since \i 

opened Ln May 1984. The youths slept in teepees, aitended school in a wooden bungalov.-. and prac- 
ticed sports on a dry lake bed. 



At the desert camp^ the youths are expected to participate in a rigorous 
athletic program and attend school 4 hours a day. The program requires 
90 days of good behavior at the desert camp for the youths to **eani 
their way" to one of the two rop group homes. The youths '*eam" days 
of good behp.vior by showing respect, doing their schodlwdfk, partici- 
pating in workouts, and keeping themselves and their area clean. The 
average length of stay in the desert camp is about 5 months. 
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InitiaJly, conditidns at the HOP desert camp were very primitive. The 
youths slept in tents, the water for showers was uhheated, and the 
Idtchen facility consisted of mt open grill, an ice chest, and tubs for 
washing dishes. Since opening the desert camp, rop has made many 
improvements iii re^>onse to recdmmehdations from the Indian Health 
Service and California prbbatidh officers. A chronology of t aese 
improvements is presented in figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Chronology of Improvements at Desert Camp 

1984 

August 

• Installed teepees 

• Rebuilt shower facility 

• Constructed pit toilets 

• Installed refrigerator 

• Installed water line to kitchen area 




1 



Teep^ess made of Heavy rubberized pan vas prpvided sleeping, 
quarters for youths at the camp. The 12-foot-tall teepees coald 
accommcdate up to 15 youths. 

? 

The wood-frame ciassroorn was constructed in October 1984. 
yputh^_at_the carnp attended^ school 4 hours a day. 5 days a week, 
working toward a high-school diploma or a ceneral education 
development certificate. 

3 

ROP installed shower fa^^^ May 
1984^ but did not completely enclose these facilities or pro vide, them 
with hot water cntil October "2984; Youths were required to take at 
least one show 3r a day. 



October 

• Constructed classroom 

• installed hot water heater 

• Enclosed shower facility 




3 



12 



Page 10 ^ GAO/Ifim^7-23BR Foster Cm: mte of Paussa^e 




Introduction 



1985 



December 



• Constructed dining hall and kitchen 

• Installed more reliable radio communication system 




4 



4 

The wood_frame, insulated dining hall and kitchen were constructed 
in December 1985. TheJ<ltchen was equipped with three propane 
refrigerator-freezers, a three-cbmpartrtient sink, ahd a commercial 
range and grill wft^ exhaust hoods. The ca^ a prbfes- 

sionai full-time cook who prepared three meals daily. 

5 

The six heated arid air-cbriditioried modular units installed in JiJly 
1 986 pro vided ki te he n and_ dj ni ng a reas^ a med ical isolation area , 
showers, bathrooms, and staff living quarters. 

6 

When the dining area was moved io the new modular units, the 
old dining hall was converted into another classroom, and both 
school facilities vvere equipped with swamp coolers for alr- 
conditipning. inside._ study areas were arraji^ to accommodate 
up to 24 youths in each of the two classrooms. 
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1986 

July ■ - ■■ ■ -- - - 

• Installed modular units 

• Installed swamp coolers to air-condition enlarged 
school facility 
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piiui'iEl4: Rpp Group Home in 
breeserv'jie, Nevada 




The wood-frame, 

|iyj^_aft_er compLe 
bresserville hoasi 



At thegroui 
setting. (See 
the average 
youths misb 
before they i 
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ryyie was one of tvyb^rpuf) homes ^v^^^ up to 14_ypuths 
lyior at tha desert jcamp. Youths residing in the five-bedroom 
s as tennis or skiing: 

s live ill a more conventional foster home 
those graduating into the group homes, 
to 3 months. About a third of these 
porarily returned to the desert camp 
noved from the program. 
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Figure 5: ROP Group Home in Stewart, 
Nevada 




TheMp-stoiy stone hou^ borne tpr up to nine graduates the four- 

bedroom house accommodated youths who specialized in cycling and cross*country running. 

FVom Februa^ 1984 through April 1986, hop SE)ent $3.5 million on the 
operation of its three facilities. About half of this totsd was for child- 
care staff salaries. (For a more detailed breakdown of expenses, see app. 
III.) 



Fester Gare Plaeemenfe 
and Funding Process in 
Galifomia 



Children enter California's foster care program through county welfare 
aiid prbbatibri departments. AbbUt 75 percent of the Children are 
declared dependents of a county court and are placed by a county wel- 
f£ffe department^ because they have ho pm-erite or their homes are uitfit 
places to live. About 11 percent are declared status offenders or delin- 
quents by a county court and are placed by a county probation depart- 
ment.^ Aribther 7 percent are placed vbluntarily by their parents bf_ 
guardians through agreements with a cbUriify welfare department. The 
remainihg chHdreh are placed under vaaioas other legal authorities. (See 
fig. 6.) 

Status offenders iarexitildfeitwho comniit ofTeniscs that ste offense only becaose they are com- 
mitted by minors, such as habitually refusing to obey their parents or guardians, or habitual truancy 
from school. In contrast, delinquents are children who commit crimes in violation of state or federal 
laws. 
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Regardless of whether a child is placed in foster care through the county 
wSf are^departmeht or probatioh department, the county welfare 
departaneht determines the child's eligibility for title IV-E funding. The 
county bases this determinatipn on the circuinstances of the child'js 
removal from the home, the child's financial status, and the type of 
facility where the child is placed. 



Coimty pajmients made for the placement of federally eligible children 
are partially reimbursed by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (hhs) based on the "federal medical assistance percentage," 
established by um for each of the states eveiy other year. In Calif omiaj 
HHS pays 50 percent, the state pays 47.6 percentj and the county pays 
the other 2.5 percent. For placements of children determined to be eli- 
gible for the state foster care program but hot for federal funds, the 
state reimburses the cotmties for 95 percent of the payments, and the 
comtty pays the other 5 percent. Appendix IV illustrates the placement 
and funding process in California. 



Objectives, Scope, and 
Methodology 



As agreed with Representative Miller's office, the objective of our 
review was to obtain information in response to the following questions: 

How much title IV-E fimdihg has been paid for youths placed at rop? 
Does RGP meet title IV-E cnteria for a child-care institution? 
What standards were used to license rop facilities? 
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• How do the tribes' inspections of rop personnel files compare with Cali- 
fornia's inspections? 

• Are CaUfornia counties prbvidirig perickiic case reviews and reuhifiea- 
tion services tojhe title IV-E youths placed at rop? 

• What is Califomia doing to monitor its foster care program? 

• What is HHS Region IX doing to ensure compliance with title IV^E in 
California? 

To obtain iitf brmatioh to answer these questions, we interviewed rop 
staff and examined records at 

• the RdP administrative offices in Mihdeh, Nevada; 

• the ROP desert emnp 15 miles outside of Schurz, Nevada; and 

• the ROP group homes in Dresserville and Stewart, Nevada. 

In addition, we obtained financial data from rop's certified public 
accountant in Reno, Nevada,^ issues with the rop Board of 

Directors in Placerville, Califomia. We also reviewed peraonnel files at 
ROP and at Wimbledon House, a similar program located in Placerville, 
California. 

We spoke with tnbai officials and reviewed records at the Washoe J'ribe 
of Nevada and Califomia in Gardnerville, Nevada, and at the wrp Tribe 
in Schurz, Nevada, to dbcuiheht the tribes' jurisdiction and licensing 
authority over rop facilities and their records of inspections. We dis- 
cussed the issue of trib^ jiirisdiction v^th officials from the Nevada 
IDeparbnent of Human Resources and the Nevada Attd^ General in 
Carson City. We alsolvisited the U.S. Public Hesdth Service's Indian 
Hesdth Service (IHS) Reno District Office in Sparfe, Nevada, to obtain 
additional records of inspections. 

We visited 6 of the 12_Califdmiaj:dunties placing youths at rop (Ala- 
meda^ Centra Costa, Marin, San Bernardino, Sah Diego, and Santa 
Clara). These six counties accoimted for 34 of the 39 youths designated 
£s federally eligible between Febmary 1984 and May 1986. We con- 
tacted the other six Califomia counties (El Ddf add, Huitibdldt, Lake, 
Placer^ Sacramento^ and Sdlahd) and one Nevada county (Douglas) by 
phdhe. We spoke with eli^bility urat employees in the county welfare 
dep^ments ^d reviews the youths' income maintenance files at the 
counties we visited to verify which youths were designated federally 
eligible while at rop. In additidh, we spoke with county prbbattbh 
officers and welfare caseworkers respoi^ible fdr supervising the youths 
placed at rop, BXtd we reviewed the youths' service files at the counties 
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we visited, to determine the youths' status as dependents or delinquents, 
to identify the case reviews and reunification services provided for 
youths designated federally eligible, and to document county officials' 
visits to the ROP facilities. 



We spoke with officials and reviewed and ansdyzed records at the Cali- 
fornia I3epaitme_htj3f Social Services (dss^I in Sacramento to compile the 
amount of title FV-E funds claimed for youths placed at ROP and to iden- 
tify the state's policies regarding out-of-state placements and its etforts 
to monitor the foster care program. We also spoke with California state 
officials from the State Contrdller's Office^ the Auditor General's office, 
and the California Youth Authority. 

We asked hhs officials in Washington, D C., to provide us their interpre- 
tation of certain provisions of the law and regulations regarding the fed- 
eral foster care program. We spoke with officials and reviewed recbrdjs 
at HHS Region IX in Sot FVancisco to identify the re^on's efforts to 
ensure compliance with title IV-E requirements in California, particu- 
larly with respect to placements at rop. 

We did bur fieldwbflc between May and July 1986. Our audit was done 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
We obtained official oral comments on the matters discussed in this 
report from HRs headquarters officials on September 4, 1986, and we 
considered those comments in preparing the report. 
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From February 1984 through the end of May 1986, 171 youths were 
placed at the rop facilities; I5uring this period, rop received about 
$434,000 in title IV-E funds for 39 of these youths. All 39 were placed 
by California counties. (App. II lists the authorities that placed the 
youths at RdP and describes how the placements were funded.) 

Based on rates established by the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and Cali- 
fornia, the counties paid $2^920 a month for each yoUth placed at rop 
until July 1985, when the rate was increased to $3,037 a month. Table 1 
summarizes the number of federally eligible youths and the amount of 
title IV-E funds claimed by each county. 



How Much Title IV-E 
Ftmding Has Been Paid 
for Youths Placed at 
RDP? 



Tible 1: Amount of TItte IV-E Funds 
Paid for Placements at ROP Through 
May 31, 1986 



County 


Nomberxif 
youths 
claimed as 
federaiiv eilgible* 


Amount of 
title IV-E 
funds paid as 
of May 31,1986»» 


Alameda 


7 


$68,473 


Contra Costa 


1 


5.132 


El Dorado 


2 


11.449^ 


Humboldt 


2 


22,847 


Marin 


4 


28.453 


Sacramento 


1 


20,204 


San Bernardino 


8 


63.272 


Sah Diego 


3 


38.495 


Santa Clara 


11 


17^471 


Total 


39 


$433,796 



^Based bri coiJrity welfare department determinations and claims submitted for placements at ROP. 

^Based bri Calif brn[a*s reirribursement rate of 50 percent. Amounts per placement vary based on the 
time a youth had been In the program as of May 31. 1986. 

*^lncludes jW,016 paid by Tuolurn County after jurisdiction over one youth was transferred from El 
Dorado County during his stay at ROP. 



Discrepancies in the 
Amount of Title IV-E Funds 
Reported by HHS 



On April 16j 1986^ HHS sent Representative Miller data on the number of 
federally eligible youths placed at rop and the amount of title IV-E funds 
spent on these placements. Representative Miller's office asked us to 
verify the accuracy of the hhs data, which were based on information 
provided by California dss as of March 6, 1986. We compared the hhs 
data with oaf data as of that date and noted some discrepancies, as 
shown in table 2. 
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Data on Placements at ROP aa of 




HHS data 


GAO data" 


Discrepani 


March 6^ 1986 


Namber of yoaths California coanties placed 
at ROP 


98 


133 






Number of youths designated federally 
eligiblaij^^Jhe counties 


26 


35 






Amount of title tV-E funds California spent for 
these youths 










$326,281 


$404,270 


$77.91 



®tp be cdm^ w'th the HHS date this table presents our data as of M 1986. These figures 
differ from those in table 1 because table 1 includes our data through May 31 , 1986. 



The discrepOTcies occuired because hhs used d^ from California's 
autx)mated Foster Care Information System (pcis), while we based our 
calculatidhs on the claims submitted by the counties. HHS officials told t 
the deparbhent does hot ihaihtaih data bh the number of children place 
in each facility or the amount of funds ci^med for placements in partie 
ular j^ciUtieSj but instead relies on states to maintain such detailed 
infdrmatibh. California DSS officials told us that PCis data are based on 
unverified reports from the counties and are less reliable than the clain 
data we used for our analysis. ^ supplied ffifS with data from reis 
because the data were readily available. 

In addition, the HHS data provided by California dss did hot include daU 
from two counties placing federally eli^ble youths at rop. Contra Costa 
2Uid El Dorado counti^. In our review of claims data, we found that 
these two counties haul submitted j^aynients to a facihty in Placerville, 
California, Rnbwh as Wimbledon House, for their youths placed at HOP. 
ROP was created by ststff from Wimbledon House, and the counties' 
errors resulted from their failure to realize that rop was a separate 
program. 



Title IV-E requires that child-K^are thstitutiorK meet three criteria to be 
eligible for federal reimbursement. They must 

be licensed; 

be nonprofit, private irstittttiohs or public institutions that accommo- 
date no more than 25 children; and 

be operated primarily for reasons other than the detention of 
delinquents. 

ROP meets title IV-E critena with respect to its licensing and nonprofit, 
private status. However, hhs has not made a final determination 



Does ROP Meet Title 
IV-E Giiteria for a 
Cfiild-Oare Ihstitutioh? • 
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regarding whether the facility is operated primarily for the detention of 
delinquents. 



Title IV-E states that child-care institutions must be licensed or 
apprdved by the responsible state agency. The RpP facilities are licensed 
hot by state agencies, but by the Indian tribes with jurisdiction over the 
facilities. Appendix V summam^ the licensing history of the rop 
facilities. 

Title rV^E does hot specifically extend licensing authority to Indian 
tribes. However, the iffis regtBaton^ defntition of a foster family home 
includes^oup home facilities licensed by Indian tribes (45 C.F.R. 
1355.20). mis officials told us this regulatipn is based on a long-standing 
departmental pK)licy to encourage tribal self-^ietermihatibh in the 
licensing of foster family hcMnes. In addition, iSiS of ficisfls said the tribes' 
licensing authority satisfies the title IV-E licensing requirements. They 
based this interpretation on a provision of the Indian Child Welfare Act 
which states that^ for ptuposes of qualifying for federal assistance, 
licensing or approval of foster homes or institutions by an Ihdian tribe is 
equivalent to licensing or approval by a state. 

In response to inquiries from Califditiia state and county officials, bh 
December 12^ 1985, the Nevada Attdriiey General similariy cohduded 
that Ihdian tribes have the right to establish standards and to license 
the ROP facilities on their land in Nevada. This conclusion was based on 
the fact that Indian tribes in Nevada, unlike those in California, have 
opted to retain tribal jurisdiction for civil and erimihal matters hot gov- 
eriied by federal law. 



ROP Is Licensed by Indian 
Tribes 



The 25-Ghild Limit Does 
Not Apply 



Title IV-E requires that child-care institutibals either be nonprofit, pri- 
vate child-care ir^titutiohs or public child-csffe institutions. Public ihsti- 
tutions must accommodate no more than 25 children. 



In May 1985^ the Internal RevehUe Service determined Rop to be a non- 
profit institution under section 501(eX3) of the Ihteriiafl Revenue Code. 
As a hohprofit, private institution, rop is not liniited as to the number of 
youths it may legally accommodate under title IV-E. 
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Accordirig to title IV-E requirements^ detention may not receive 

federal reimbureement. HHs Region EX officials have tentatively deter- 
mined that HOP is not eligible for title IV-E funds because it functions as 
a detention facility. 

Title IV-E precludes federal reimbursemeht for children placed in deten- 
tion facilities, forestry camp®, training schodlS; or any other facility 
operated primarily for the detention of children who are determined to 
be delinquent, regulations define a detention facility as 

. . a physically restrictihg^facility for the care of children who require secure 
custody pending court acy court disposition, execution of a court order or 

after conunitment." (45 C.F.R. 1366.20) 



The ROP desert camp is in a remote wilderness area to discourage youtfe 
who are difficult to control from running away. As of May 31, 1986, 153 
(89 percent) of the 171 youths placed at rop were determined by the 
courts to be delinquents. 

None of HHS'n mbnitbrihg efforts as of FebruB^ 1986 had r^ed any 
concerns that Rbp inight be considered a detention facility. However, 
after mqiriiies from Representative Miller, on April 7, 1986^ HHS Re^bn 
IX off icials told the Califdrnia DSS that they believed ROp met the defira- 
tion of a detention facility and was therefore not eligible for federal 
reimbursemeht. They asked^^ to review the nature of the facility to 
detemiihe whet^^ it concurred. On April 18^ 1986^1585 officials 
responded that they disagreed with the HHs determijiatioh because rop is 
not a locked facility and the youths in rop do not require secwe custody. 

HHS Region IX pro^aon 6^^ believe rop met the defini- 

tion of a detention facility. However, in hght of DSS's disa^eemeht, 
before taking action to disallbw federal payments, they asked the 
Region IX general cbimsel to review rop's status md issue an opinion. As 
bf Nbvember 25, 1986, the general counsel had not issued the opinion. 



HHS Region IX Officials 
Believe R0P Is a Detention 
Facility 



What Standards Were 
Used to Ldeense the 
ROP FacUities? 



Title IV-E requires that states apply their standards to foster family 
home or child-care institution receiving title IV-E funds. These stan- 
dards must cover such areas as admission policies, safety, sardtation, 
md protection of civil rights, and must be reasonably in accord with 
recommended standards of **natioh^ organizations concerned with stan- 
dards for such institutions or homes." 
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CaUfdmia DSS officials told lis DSS does not apply its standards to outn^f- 
state facilities, such as Rdp, which are hot subject to its lieahsihg. 
Because the Washoe and wrp tribes have jurisdiction over the rop xacili- 
ties, DSS officials accepted the tribes' standards and licensing in place of 
California's. 

The Washoe Tribe used Gsflifornia standards to license the rop group 
homes, and the wrp Tribe used tribal standards to license the rop desert 
camp. We determined that these sta2idafds addressed the areas specified 
in title IV-E, but we did hot compare the standards with those of 
national oi^aiuzatibns. The iSfS specialist for licensing ^d foster care 
told us that, to his khowledge, neither hhs nor the states review stan- 
dards for compliance with this provision and that a comparison would 
be difficult because national organization standards vary greatly. 



California Doss Not Apply California dss does not have authority to license out-of-state facilities. In 
Its Standards Out-Of- addition^ dss officials told us they do not assess whether conditions at 

State Facilities out-of-state facilities meet tes stand£U"ds — either by iitspectihg thern or 

by bbts&rfng copies of mspection reports, dss officials told us that they 
accept other states' standards and licensing in place of California's stan- 
dards and licensing and that thi^'^ extended the same consideration to 
the Washoe and wrp tribes. Accordmg to hhs Re^on IX officisas, it is 
eommbh praetice for states to accept licensure by other states and juris- 
dictions as Califdmla does. 



Tribes Applied Standards to The Washoe and wrp tribes med stOTdards cover the areas i ien- 
ROP tiohed in title FV-E, and ms documented inspections for compliance with 

those standards related to safety and sanitation. Hpwevef , the tribes did 
not systematically ddcniment inspections for comphance with all their 
standards in other areas. 

Officials from the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California said that they 
used CaUfprnia group home standards to license the two rop group 
homes. California standards for licensing ^bup horties cover persohhel 
qualiileaMbhs, cMcfren's mtake procedures and peraonal rights, services 
and activities to be provided, and the physical environment. The tribe's 
social services representative said that tribsQ officials inspected the 
group homes to ensure they met licensing standards but did hot retain 
records of those ihspoctiohs. 
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The WRp Tribe Used its dvn:i wildenless caitip stendards to license the RO 
desert camp facility. The Bureau of Ihdjah Affair^ reviewed the vmp 
Iftbe's standards for the desert camp in December 1984 and concluded 
that the standards were thorough and complete^ particularly the secticti 
on youths' rights and privUeges. 

The WRP Tribe's stand£u-ds were comparable to Califomia's standards 
for group homes in t:he areas mentioned in the lav^: admissions policies^, 
safety i sanitation^ and prptection of civil rights. The wf^p Tribe and Cali- 
fornia DSS both have admissions policies that require an assessment of 
the child's nee^^ develbprnent of aservice plan, and a deterihination bs 
to the appropriateness of the facility. Both have safety and sanitation 
standards that require fire safety iiisj)ectionSj water quality inspections 
proper handling of food and medications, and sanitary waste disposal. 
Both a?sb have standards to protect youths' rights with respect to cruel 
and imusual punishment, use of restraining devices, and complaint 
procedures. 

The WRP Tribe's standards require tribal officials to visit the facility reg 
ularly. wrp tribal council minutes showed that the tribe's social services 
representative vifjited the desert camp about every other month. The 
representative also occasionaUy prepsu'ed a written repldrt on these 
visits. However, neither the minutes nor the reports documented sys- 
tematic inspectioiis for compliance with all licensing standards. 

Both the Washoe and wrp tribes relied on IHS, Reno District, to inspect 
the RdP group homes and desert camp to ensure compliance with stah- 
d£u*ds related to the ^eas of safety smd s^tatibn. As of May 31, 1986, 
ms inspectors had conducted three comprehensive inspections of the 
desert camp and two comprehensive inspections of eacii group home. 
Inspectors prepared reports on each of these inspections. In addition, 
between June and Getober 1984, ms inspectors made several visits to tht 
camp, which they discussed in letters to the wrp Tribe. 



Both the comprehensive inspection re and lettejre to the tribe 
described conditions at the rop facilities, identified deficiencies and rec- 
ommendations for corrective actions, and discussed progress made in 
addressing recommendations from previous reports, ms officials told us 
that although they noted deficiencies, they foUnd ROP has consistently 
demonstrated a willingness to improve its facilities. 

While IHS documented inspections for compliance with safety and sani- 
tation standards, the tribes did not systematicaUy document their 
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iiispectioriS As result, there was rib jissurarice that kop was inspected 
for compliance with standards related to other areas, 3uch as admissions 
pbUcxes and protection of civil^ri officials said that in the 

future, they will routinely document ti^eir inspections for comp)ia:ace 
with all their stemdai ds tiefore licensing. 



How Do tlie Tribes' 
Bispecfions of ROP 



Compare With 

California's 

Inspections? 



The February 28, 1986, Nevada State PHre Marshal's f^rt raised con- 
cerns regarding tha qualifications and training of staff at rop. (See app. 
1.) As a result, we were asked to determine if the tribes inspected rop's 
personnel files to ensure that strff qualifications and training were doc- 
umented and to cam^ tribes' inspections with California dss's 

inspections of pei^nnel files at a similar program located within the 
state. 

The tribes appax^^ the pti^nnel files at rop. 

Washoe tribal officials, who license the two ROP^pup homes, told us 
they were not aware of any inspections that included a review of staff 
personnel files, wrp tribal officials, v/ho Hcehse the rop desert camp, 
said that they had not examined staff peraonnel files. 

In contrast, Califbmia dss examined the cbhtehts of peraonnel files 
annually at a similar program licensed by the state, Wimbledon House. 
0^ annual iiispert^ on the Wimbledon House facilities no; 3d 

deficiendes and the facilities' corrective actidns with respect to the con- 
tents of pereonnel files. We selected Wimbledon House for the compar- 
ison with rop because both programs serve troubled adolescent hoys and 
emphasize athletics. 

Both ealifonnia dss and the tribes require foster care facilities to main- 
tain peraonnel recofds that dbcumeht the employees' experience, lack of 
criminal background, and ih-serviee training. We compared peraonnel 
files for counselor rop with those at Wimbleddn House for 

docranehtation in those three areas. We selected cbuhselor-cbaeh files 
because these staff have direct contact with youths and comprise the 
m^ority of the personnel at both institutions. Although neither program 
had complete peraonnel files foi all three areas we reviewed, the Wim- 
bledon House personnel files we e more complete than those of ROP. (See 
table 3.) 
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7^bl»3; Comparison of the Contents of Persbnhef Files for ROP and Wlmbledoh HcusQJSQtinaalor^Coaches * 

Ncmber of peraonnsi files for coQnseiof«coaches~- - 

RQP Wimbledon Hogae 



Desert «:afflp4icen8ed by Group bbmes licensed by Group homes Jicensed by 
WRRTHbe^ Washoe Tribe California 



Number (Percent) Number |Percerit) Number, (Percent) 



Totei 27 _X100) 13 (1M) 16 (100) 

Areas documented in flies as required 

Edijcation, ej^perience, or training in juvenile 

behavior or counseling 8 (30) 5 (38) 15 (94) 

Criminal record cleararioe 27 (10Q) _ ia (iqq) i6 

In-service trairiing 16 _ _ (59) 6 (46) IJ J69) 

®The informatldh in this table does not reflect the actual training or background of the staff; it reflects 
only tne information documented in staff personnel files. 

When we discussed our findings with rop staff, they told us they had 
not given their pereonnel files high priority in the past. Subsequently, 
they developed a checklist of required documents as a guide for com- 
pleting their files. 



Are GaJifornia Gdunties 
Providing Periodie 
Case Reviews and 
Reunification Services 
to the Title IV-E _ 
Youths Placed at ROP? 



Title IV-E requires states to provide for periodic reviews of the status of 
each child receivixig federal assistance and to provide for reunification 
services to facilitate the child's return to his home: We found that Cali- 
fbmia counties generally provided the required periodic case reviews 
^d reunification services to the title IV-E youths while placed at rop. 



Periodic Case Reviews Title iy«E requires that the status of each title IV-E ehUd be reviewed 

periodically but no less frequehtiy than once every 6 months. We found 

that eSifbimia c^^ reviewed the status of title IV-E 

youths placed at rop at least once eveiy 6 months. Of the 39 title IV-E 
youths^ 21 were at hop for more than 6 months and received one or more 
reviews during their stay. Eighty-five percent of these reviews were 
prep^ed wittun 10 days of their due dates; 98 percent were preparedi 
within 30 days. In addition to periodic reviews prepared by county offi- 
cials, ROP social workers prepare quarterly reports, which are kept in 
each youth's case file and are sent to the placing counties to apprise 
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them of each youth's progress. We did not attempt to evaluate the 
quality of county or rop reviews. 



Reuftifieatien Services Title IV-E requires that services be provided either to improve condi- 

tions in the parents' home and facilitate the child's retum or to arrange 
for an alternative pennaiieht placeih^^^^ of the child. According to the 
law, the child's case plan must discuss the reunification services to be 
provided during the child's placement. 

Gounty probation offieere and welf Sffe caseworicere told us that 
although family reunification is the primary goal for all children placed 
outside their homes, it is not always a resdistic goal for the youths 
placed at RdP because they are hear adulthdbd. County officials said 
emancipation, or Uvihg mdepehdehtly tit the commmrity, was often 
established as an alternative gosd to family reunification for these 
youths. Of the 39 title IV-E youths placed at rop as of May 1986, 23 had 
established faitiily reUnificatibri as their goal, 12 were wbrkijig toward 
emaheipatioh, and 4 had goals of pMemisffieht placement outside their 
homes. Thirty of the 39 title IV-E youths had left the program as of May 
31, 1986. Table 4 summarizes the reasons these youths left ROP and their 
subsequent placements. 



Table 4:_Rea8dn8 Tit^^^ IV-E Youths Left 
ROP and Their Subsequent Placements 



Reached-aga 18^ 


1 






1 




2 


Medical reasons 


3 










3 


Runaway 




3 


3 




2 


8 


Bernoyed by placing 














coDnty^ 


4 


2 


1 






7 


Tbtal 


11 


12 


4 


1 


2 


30 



^Youths reaching age 18 determine their own subsequent placements. 



^Reasons for removal lnc[uded concern pver_cpnd|tipns at the camp, transfer_ofjurisdi_ctlp_n oyer the. _ 
case_to_a county with a policy of no out«of-state placements, and failure of the youths to respond to the 
program. 

We found no evidence that county officials treated the youths placed at 
ROP any differently from children placed in other foster care facilities. In 
preparing reviews smd providing reunification services to youths at rop, 





Placelne 




^ after ROP^ 


Reason for leaving ROP 


Non-ROP 
group 
Home nonie 


Juvenile 
hall 


Job 

Corps Unknown total 



Graduated 3 1 10 
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officials followed the same policies and procedures used for all children 
placed outside their homes. 



Title rV-E requires states to monitor their foster care programs. Cali- 
fornia uses three methods to monitor its program: (1) fcis, (2) quality 
cdritrbl case reviews^ and (35 audits. In addition, the state requires coun- 
ties to provide on-site monitoring of children. California's efforts 
included the monitorihg of youths placed at rop, and identified concerns 
in some instances. 



The Foster Care G^fonua officials use re^ to keep track of cf^dren fai the state's 

Inf onhatioh System foster care program. This system generates reports describing the legal 

status^ demographic characteristics^ locationi and goals of foster care 
children. While ihformatibh on youths placed at rop was available from 
FCm, as ffiseussed oh pages 17 and 18, we found discrepancies between 
the FCIS data and the data we compiled. 



California quality ebhtrbl ease review procedures require ongoing 
reviews of placements through the foster care program. In these 
reviewSj ess reviewers verify the eligibility and the correctness of pay- 
ments for a statewide sample of cases from the preceding 12-rtidhth 
period. Reports oh these reviews summarize results in terms of eligi- 
bility errors, overpayments, underpayinents, and procedural erroire. 

According to a pss Quality Control Bureau official^ youths placed at rop 
have appeared in quality control case review samples. The official said 
quSity control reviewers have not cited any eli^bility errors for place- 
ments at ROP based on the facility's status bs a detention facility, 
because they do not consider that factor in their review, With respect to 
facility eligibility, quality control reviewerTS examine only the basis for 
the facility's payntent rate, whether the fadlity is licensed, and the 
facility's nonprofit status. 



Audits Both the California E)SS and Auditor General conduct audits of the state's 

foster care program. California state law requires DSS to audit all foster 
care group home facilities at least every 3 years to examine the basis for 
calculating rates set by the state. Since California does riot set rates for 
out-of-state facilities, facilities such as rop are not audited by Efiis. 



WRat Is Calif oniia 
Doing to Monitor Its 
Foster Care Program? 



Quality Control Case 
Reviews 
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OeeasiohaUy the e^foiroa State Auditor General examines the state's 
foster care program to respond to specific requests of the state legisla- 
ture. The Auditor General issued a report on JUhe 26, 1986, entitled Cad 
ifdrnia N eeds^etter Control Over the Out-df-State Placement of 
Delinquent Minors^ The report primarily f^^ on foster care place- 
ments in the yisionQuestprog^ in Arizona, but it also included infor- 
mation on placements at rop. The report concluded that CaUfornia dss 
had not ensured that minors placed in out-of-state facilities were guar- 
anteed the same rights and prbteetibrs that minore in California f acili- 
ties receive^ Ilie rei^ that establish guidelines for 

evaluating and monitoring ont-of-state facilities' pfdgrants and for stan- 
dardizing the counties' contracts with such facilities. As of November 
1986^ Dss's report on implementing these recommendations was not 
complete. 



Role of the Gounties CaUfornia dss has assigned the counties priih^ responsibility for moni- 

tbrihg placements at out-of-state foster care facilities. Before placements 
reqtiires the coimties to ensure that eligibility requirements for state 
and federal foster care assistance are met. During placement, c«s also 
requires counties to visit children at foster core facilities at least every 6 
months. 

All i2 counties placinjg youths at rop had procedures for evaluating 
facilities before the placement of children. Eight counties visited the rop 
facilities, and six of those prepared evsduation reports based on their 
visits. Two of the other foiir counties contacted the state ess or other 
counties to determine if the rop facilities were suitable for placements. 
Officials from the two remaining cdurities. Contra Costa and Mann, 
made no inquiries specifically about^OP. ©fficiais from these two coun- 
ties told us they verified that Califs res had licensed Wimbledon 
House, which they mistakenly believed operated HOP. 

After placing ybUths at RdP, 10 of the 12 counties visited the rop facili- 
ties about every 4-1/2 months, on the average. The two coimties not vis- 
iting the rop facilities. El Dorado and Lake counties, had placed youths 
in the program for less than 6 months. 

After visiting the desert camp, county of ficiais occasionally documented 
their concerns about the program in letters to rop. rop staff told Us that 
officials frequently discussed their concerns during visits to the camp, 
and that HOP had made many improvements at the facility to address 
such concerns. 
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Region iX hse three metho^ to eraure compliance with title IV-E 
requirements: reviews of state plans, annual title IV-E financial reviews, 
and title IV-B^ section 427 reviews. The region reviews the California 
state plan primarily to ensure the state is in compliance with procedural 
requirements. The region conducts annual f ihahcial reviews to monitor 
the financial management of e^ifontia's title iV-E program, and it plans 
to conduct section 427 reviews to monitor services provided to children 
in California's foster care system. Re^on IX had not excluded youths 
placed at ROP, but none had appeared in the samples selected for these 
reviews as of February 1986, when Representative Miller initiated his 
inquiries. Conse^entfy, Region IX conducted a specisd 427 review of 
placements at rop. 



Review of State Plans To be eUgible for foster care assistaitee, title IV-E requn-es that states 

have plans addressing all provisions of the law. hhs has designed a 
standard plan for title rV-E which restates the provisions of the law as 
direct quotations, paraphrases, or excerpts, The plan contains no spe- 
cific information on how a state intends to implement the requirements 
of title iV-E. 

HHS region^ offices are rei^nsible for reviewing and approving state 
plans, but Region IX officials said their review of the title IV-E stan- 
dardized plans is largely peif uhctoiy. They added that the plans serve 
more as a tool to meet procedursd requirements than as a tool for moni- 
toring a state's foster care pro-am. hhs Ilegion IX approved California's 
state plan for title IV-E on November 9, 1982. 



HHS Regiion IX annuadly reviews state claims for title IV-E reimburse- 
ment and the state's systems providing oversight and control over finan- 
cial reports. Its review examines eligibility, payment amounts, 
rate-setting, licensing, and administrative costs. 

In Califbmia, Re^on IX reviews a random sample of payments from the 
seven counties that account for 70 percent of Calif omia's title IV-E 
funds: Alameda, Lbs Angeles, Orange, Sacramento, San Diego, San Fran- 
ciscd, and Santa Clara counties. Four of these counties made payments 
to ROP, but none of these pajanents had appeared in hi^'s samples at the 
time of our review. 

California's first claims for title IV-E reimbursement were for payments 
to foster care facilities in fiscal year 1983. hhs Region IX's review of 



What Is HHS Region IX 
Doing to Ensure 
Compliance With Title 
IV-E in Gahfomia? 



Annual Title IV-E Financial 
Reviews 
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these 1983 claims foiind an error rate of 7.5 percent, identiffed about 
$5,000 as unallowable, and asked Calif omia to deduct this OTiount 
from its next claiin for title IV-E reimbureement. 



HHS Region IX's reyiew of California's 1984 claims identified a prelimi- 
nary erf of rate of 31.6 percent. The review found such eirore as 
unsigned edurt orde^re, plaeernents in detention facilities, and failure to 
meet requirements for finandal assistance, hhs Region IX's draft feport 
on its review of 198B claims identified a preliminary errdf rate of 34 
percent. At the time of dUf review^ the region had not confirmed the 
1984 and 1985 error rates. When these rates Bxe confirmed, r^^ionai 
staff toldjus they wffl apply them to the univeree of title IV-E payments 
from the seven counties for those years and ask the state to reduce 
future claims for title IV-E reimbUfsement by the appropriate amounts. 



Title rV-B, Section 427 & addition to financial reviews. Region IX reviews compliance with title 

Reviews rV-B, section 427. This section stipulates the specific requirements for 

monitoring the sefyices pfbyided to all children in a state's foster care 
s^'stem, iricludihg children placed under title IV-E. It requires 

• a statewide information system to monitor the status^ demographic 
characteristics^ location^ and goals fdf every child; 

• a case review system; 

• a reunification service program designed to help children, where appro- 
priate, to return to their faTidlies or be placed for adoption; and 

• a preplacement program designed to help children f emain with their 
families. 

0n August 10^ 1984, liis R^^^ approved the California dss 

systems designed to meet these section 427 requirements for monitdfirtg 
children in foster care facilities. 

At the time of bur review, ifffi Region iX had selected a ssmple of cases 
for a more detailed review of compliance with section 427 requirements. 
However, regional officials had not conducted this feyiew because Cali- 
fofnia pss had resisted the region's requ^t to centralize the case files. 
DSS told us that centraHzation would entafl substaritisd effort, especially 
if it set a precedent for other welfare programs. On April 15, 1986, the 
ws Grant Appeals Board ruled that California must assemble the 
selected case files in no more than three Jbcatibns. hhs officials told us 
they plan to conduct the first section 427 case review of Galifoiroa early 
in fiscsi ye^ 1987 to cover cases from fiscS years 1983 and 1984. If 
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they find that an acceptable percentage of case fiies Bxe in compH^mce, 
they plan to conduct the review only every 3 yeare. 

In addition, fiHS Region IX conducted a special 427 review of placements 
in the ROP prograun in response to concerns raised by Representative 
Miller. The draft report on this special review identified smeas where ihi 
county probation departments did not fully comply with section 427 
requirements, and raised questions about whether the foster care pro- 
gram should serve both delinquent and dependent children. 
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Chronology of Investigation of Abuse 



12/18-19/85 



A probation officer from Contra Costa County, California, visits two 
youths placed by the county in the Rite of Passage pro-am. 



12/22-23/85 



The probation officer removes the two youths from the program and 
tiles a child abuse report with Contra Cojsta County Children's I¥otec- 
tive Services, citing neglect and the intentions deprivation of adequate 
clothing and shelter. 



12/24/85 



Contra Cd^a County Prbbatibh Office officials notify the wrp Tribe and 
the Mineral County Sheriffs Office that they are pressing child abuse 
chapTges against the rop camp facility. Three tribal officials visit the 
camp to inspect the facilities and interview the youths. 



12/30/85 
01/07/86 



A tribal official and an ihs inspector visit the camp. 



The Contra Costa County probation officer f Hes a supplement to the 
child abuse report, citing specific instances of intentional deprivation of 
food and clothing, and the use of excessive force and restraints to con- 
trol the youths. 



01/15/86 



The probation officer advises the county court that one of the minors 
should obtain legal counsel to ensure his rights are bein^g protected 



01/16/86 



(see 12/30/85 above) issues a report making 23 recommendations to 
improve the facility, but concludes *The staff are to be commended for 
the many improyeirvents made since the last survey. Overall, conditions 
looked good at the camp." 



di/17/86 



The WRP Tribe sends the tribal investigation report and the ihs report to 
the Mineral County Sheriffs Office. 



01/30/86 



Officials from the Bureau of Indian Affaire, the Nevada Division of 
Investigatidns^the MihCT County Juvenile Probation Office, and the 
Nevada State Fire Marshal visit the camp facility. 
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02/05/86 Bureau of lrrii^^^^^^ meet with tribal officials to discuss 

their concerns regarding whether the youths' basic needs are being met 
and whether their rights are being violated. 



02/1 1/86 In response to an inquiry from Contra Costa County Children's Protec- 



tive Services, the Nevada Department of Human Resources, Welfare 
Division^ states that art investigative task force found that the rop envi- 
ronment presented **hb immihent hazard to the children in placement" 
and that pl^s were bei]^ to correct the facility's problems. This 
task force includes representatives from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
the Nevada Division of Investigations, theMinercJi County Sheriffs 
Office, the Juvenile Probation Office, and Indian tribal officios. 

02/12/86 The Chief Deputy Fire Marshal meets with tribal officials to discuss her 

concerns; she is advised that the Nevada State Fire Marshal does not 
have jurisdiction to enforce regulations oh ah Indian reservation and 
that the tribe would not grsatt concurrent jurisdiction. 

02/14/36 The RdP program sends a letter to the Mineral County Sheriffs Depart- 

ment reporting on the results of its investigation of the allegations. 



62/28/86 The Nevada St ate Fire Mai^hal issues a report on the rop camp facility 

which cites 18 violations of Nevada's urafonn building code for institu- 
tional oceup^cy^ The report concludes that the current structures could 
not be brought up to code and therefore should be ri^laced. In addition, 
the report contains a 13^age addendum of concerns unrelated to fire 
safety addressing sUch areas as staff qualifications, general livihg condi- 
tions, medical facilities, hesdth and salutation, security anrangements, 
education, disciplinary procedures, and the absence of qualified regula- 
tory authorities. 



03/14/86 Representative Miller requests that gao imrestigate the use of federal 

foster care funds for placements in the rop program. 

03/28/86 The Mineral County District Attorney issues a statement on the rop pro- 

gram which concludes, ''conditions do not approach those that might 
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constitute criminal child abuse or neglect, or otherwise compel Mineral 
County to exert its criminal jurisdiction over Rite of Passage." 



April 1986 Tiie Contra Costa County Court assigns the firm of Hinton and 

Pashtajwski to the case of one of the youths removed from the rop pro- 
-am ^see 1/15/86 above5, and the_YuUth Law Center in San Francisco 
refera another case to Hinton and Pashkowsld involving ah Alsaneda 
Cbimty youth placed in the program.. 



95/02/86 The law firm of Hinton and Pashkowsld files a^o tnplaint for d^ages 

and a demand for a juiy IvM in the U.S. District Court, Northeni Dis- 
trict of California, and the California State Superior Cksurt, Contra Ctost a 
County. The complaints are filed against Alameda and Centra Costa 
counties, Wimbledon House, and rop for violation of civil rights, per- 
sonal irtimy, false imprisonment, assault and batten^, mtehtional inflic- 
tion of emotional distress, punitive damages, and attorney's fees on 
behalf of two youths placed at ROP from Alameda and Contra Costa 
counties. 
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Haoements at ROP From February 1984 
Through May 1986 







S4ijmS>9r of ROP piacemehia 
funded by 


Placing auttioHty 


Totai 


State and 

county-Onfy_ 


Titie 

_ JVtE_ 




California 




















Counties: 


Alameda 


38 


31 


7 




C6rit;a Costa 


4 


3 


1 




El Dorado^ 




0 


2 




-Humboldt 


9 


7 


2 




Lake 


1 


1 


0 




Marin 


18 


- _ 14^ 


4 




Placer 


6 


6 


0 












Sacramento 


4 


3 


1 




San Bernardino 


20 


12 


8 




Sah Diego 


27 


24 


_ _ 3_ _ 




Santa Clara _ 


^3 


12 


Sl- 




Solano 


4 


4 


0 




Subtotal 


156 


117 


39 




Pri\ate 


6 






_ 6^ 


Totai 


162 


117 


39 


6 








NevaUa 


Counties: 










Douglas 


1 






1« 


Private 


2 






2^ 


Indian tribes: 


Washoe 


*' 








WRP 


1 

: 1 






1« 


Subtotal 


6 






1« 
6 


Totai 


9 






9 


Grand totai 


171 


117 


39 


15 



® Jurisdiction over one youth was transferred from El Dorado County to Tuolumne County duriria his stav 
at ROP. 7 « 7 

^^9 ^s^eraj, state, or county f und s vyere involved,_AI 1 six.Calif ornia private placements were from El 
Poradlo_C&j_nty^ where Wjm is located, and all but one wers arranged at a reduced rate of 

$150 a month through the El Dorado School District ihjjxchajige for assistance in setting up arid main- 
taining ROP's school prbgrarii. The rribst resent private piacement from El Dorado County was for the 
full rate of $2,920 a month. 

^'^ree placement was arr^ Office in exchange for assis- 

tance In looking fo/j_unaw^^ to the Director of the Youth Sen^ices Division, Nevada Depart- 

ment of Human Resources, Nevada's Juvenile Probation Offices do riot have access to title IV-E funds. 
He said title IV-E funds are Used excluiiively for Welfare Division placements. 

^No federal, state, or county funds were Involved. Both Nevada private placement?, were from Douglas 
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Ptmeemeism st£OP Ttom Wehnary 1984 
nuoagh Hay 1986 



*^^nty . One plscerhent was free, and the other was ari-anged at a reduced rate of $1 .000 a month jn 
exchange for county services. 

•Qffldajs from ail_three trJbes_toJd_us that their tribes dld.not receive title IV-E funds. The irtteshoe and 
Te-Moak Shoshone tribes paid a reduced rate of $85Q a month for placementaat ROP^ which were 
funded by the tnbes' social services grants from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The WRP Tribe's place- 
ment was free, based on a provision in tte lease with ROP. 




Page 86 



6AO/HBD^23BH Foster Care: Rite of Passage 



ERIC 



Appendix in 



Total HOP ^^qpSises Fr€m Ffebioiary 1984 
Through April 1986 




Direct Chiidcare $1 .724.989 

Building and Equipment 581.688 

Administration 619.092 

Child-Related 592,541 

Total $3,518,310 



Child-Related 




r^^if s ^ Clothing^ $113,134 

^Sj^^'y-igiti"" Food Workers 109,665 
Other'^ 94.840 



'0.- 



Total $592,541 



®Based bh the average hurhber of youths In the program, ROP spent about $88 per youth per month on 
clothing. 

^Based on the average number of youths in the program, ROP spent about $213 per youth per month 
on food. 

^ithin the category of child-related expenses, "other" Is defined as kitchen supplies, personal and 
Incidentals, school supplies, transportation of children, child-related payroll and t>enefits. recreation, and 
miscellaneous child-related expenses. 
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l\>sler Gare Placement and Funding Process 
in California 



Dependent Coiirt-Ordereci Pl«c«m«flils 

• Child irutially housed in erriergehcy 
shelter/foster home 

• Supervisioh/custody-couhty welfare 
department 

• Welfare caseworker recommends 
placertient racilify 





Dellhquerit Court-Ordered Plicemerits 

• Child Initially detained in juvenile hall 

• Supervisldn/custody-cdunty prdbatidh 
department 

• Probation officer recommends 
placement ricility 



Voluntary PBctniehK 6y PMn!/CUlrdi«n 

• Child imtially housed in erriergehcy 
shelfer/fosfer hdi'ne 




County Welfare Deparmiehl (Eligibility Dnil) 

• Obtains information from 
probation/welfare caseworkers to 
determine federal eligibility (CaliforJIia 
has opted not to use federal funds for 
voluntary placements) 

• Pays facilities monthly 

• Submits monthly claims to state 



California Department of Social Services 

• Reimburses counties monthly 

• S_ubrriit_s_quar1erjy reports to_HHS for 
arnountsjspent on federally eligible 
placements 



U.S. Department of Healtti and Human 
Services 

• Pays state fpr feder^^^^^ 
placements based on reimbursement 
rate 



Eimding Process 



1q 
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Licensing History of the ROP Facilities 





^Licensing history 


Facility 


.tJcensIng authority 


Dates 


Type of license 


Capacity 




UOIdemasBxamps 






















Mountain camp" 


Washoe Tribig 


2/84 to 6/84 


No separate license^ 






Desert camp 


WRP Tribe 


7/84 to 9/84 


Provisional 


35 boys ages 1 1 


■17 






10/84 to 2/85 


Provisional 


50 boys ages 1 1 


-17 






2/85 to 2/86 


1 -year 


(same) 








2/86 to 2/87 


1-year 


50 boys ages 12 


-18 


Qroup homes 


Dresservilte group home 


Washoe Tribe 


8/83 to 8/84 


1-year 


16 boys ages 11 


-17 






8/84 to 11/85 


l-vear*' 


14 bovs aaes 


■18 






10/85 to 10/86 


1-year 


(same) 




Stewart group hbnie 


Washdi3 Tribe 


5/85 to 8/85 


1-year*^ 


9 boys ages 12- 


18 






8/85 to 8/86 


l-year 


_(same) 





The first wilderness camp was located in the mountains on Washoe land: 



'^No separate license was rssaed because youths at the jnoantain camp were viewed as on an 
"extended excursion*' from the licensed group home in Dresserville, 

These licenses stated, "license is good for 1 year," even though the dates covered 15-month periods: 



^0 _ ... 
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Requests for copies of GAD reports should be sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Post Office Box 6015 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 

Telephone 202-275-6241 

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copies are 
$2.00 each. 

There is a 25% discount on orders for lOO or more copies mailed to a 
single address. 

Orders must be prepaid by cash or by check or money order made out to 
the Superintendent of Documents. 
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